REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

Reconsideration of this application, in view of the foregoing 
amendment and the following remarks and arguments, is respectfully 
requested. 

Claims 1-39 are currently pending In this application, and the 
Examiner's allowance of Claims 11-18, and her indication that Claims 2-4, 8, 
20, 21, 26-29 and 35-38 contain patentable subject matter, are noted with 
appreciation. By the foregoing amendment. Claims 4 and 20 have been 
canceled without prejudice or disclaimer, and Claims 1, 19 and 21 have 
been revised. Accordingly, Claims 1-3, 5-19 and 21-39 remain In this 
application for consideration and allowance. 

in her March 8, 2005 Office Action, the Examiner made the following 
substantive claim rejections which are respectfully traversed for reasons 
subsequently set forth herein: 

1. Claims 1, 19, 22 and 24 stand rejected under 35 use §i02{e) as 
being anticipated by U.S. Patent 6,758,272 to Bixenman et al; 

2. Claims 5-7, 9, 23, 30-32 and 39 stand rejected under 35 use 
§i03(a) as being unpatentable over Bixenman et al in view of 
U.S. Patent 6,684,950 to Patel; 

3. Claims 10 and 25 stand rejected under 35 USC §l03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Bixenman et al In view of published U.S. 
application 2004/0173350 of Wetzel et al; and 

4. Claims 33 and 34 stand rejected under 35 USC §l03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Bixenman et al in view of Patel, further in 
view of Wetzel et al. 
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in the foregoing amendment, the patentable subject matter of 
objected-to Claim 4 (now canceled) has been incorporated into 
independent Claim 1 to thereby place Claim 1, and its dependent Claims 2 
and 5-10, in a condition for allowance. Also, the patentable subject matter 
of objected-to Claim 20 (now canceled) has been incorporated into 
independent Claim 19 to thereby place Claim 19, and its dependent Claims 
21-29, in a condition for allowance. To compensate for the cancellation of 
Claim 20, Claim 21 has been revised to depend from amended 
independent Claim 19. 

Turning now to the Examiner's rejection of Claims 30-32 and 39 as 
being obvious over Bixenman et al in view of Patel, and her rejection of 
Claims 33 and 34 as being obvious over Bixenman in view of Patel, further 
in view of Wetzel et al, it should be noted that via independent Claim 30, 
all of these rejected claims specify that in response to engagement 
between recited first and second assemblies in the wellbore, the recited 
fluid loss control device permits flow through the device, and the recited 
first and second fiber optic lines are operatively connected to each other. 

As acknowledged by the Examiner, the Bixenman et al reference fails 
to disclose a first assembly including a fluid loss control device that 
prevents flow until the second assembly is engaged with the first 
assembly. This admitted deficiency in Bixenman et al is in no manner 
cured by the teachings of the Patel reference, specifically, Patel illustrates 
and a tubing testing device which does not operate or open in response 
to connecting assemblies downhole as recited in Claims 30-32 and 39. 
instead, the Patel device opens as tubing is lowered into a well, then closes 
to permit testing the tubing. This clearly is not a disclosure or suggestion 
of a fluid loss control device which is operative in response to the claimed 
downhole engagement between two assemblies, it is thus respectfully 
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submitted that the Examiner has failed to establish the requisite prima 
facie case of obviousness of Claims 30-32 and 39, and that this obviousness 
rejection should thus be withdrawn as improper. 

AS to Claims 33 and 34 (each of which depends from Claim 30), this 
deficiency In Blxenman et al and Patel Is In no manner cured by the wetzel 
et al reference which has been cited by the Examiner solely for Its alleged 
teachings with respect to the downhole use of fiber optic lines, it is thus 
respectfully submitted that the Examiner has also failed to establish the 
requisite prima facie case of obviousness of Claims 33 and 34, and that this 
obviousness rejection should also be withdrawn as improper. 

in view of the foregoing amendment, remarks and arguments, all of 
the claims currently pending in this application are now seen to be in a 
condition for allowance. A Notice of Allowance of Claims 1-3, 5-19 and 21- 
39 is therefore earnestly solicited. 
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The Examiner is hereby requested to telephone the undersigned 
attorney of record at 972/516-0030 if such would further or expedite the 
prosecution of the instant application. 



Dated: May 16, 2005 



660 N. Central Expwy., #230 
Piano, Texas 75074 

972/516-0030 

I hereby certify that this correspondence is 
being deposited with the united States Postal 
Service as first class mail in an envelope 
addressed to: commissioner for Patents, P.O. 
Box 1450, Alexandria, VA 22313-1450, 



Respectfully submitted, 




J. Richard Konneker 
Attorney for Applicants 
Registration No. 28,867 
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